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2. KEY IDEA

Key Idea: Through user’s search behaviors

1. MOTIVATION

Relevant query recommendation:
Providing alternative queries similar to a user’s
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Query Utility Definition: of the clicked search results

Query Utility

The that a user can

of the
query according to her original
search intent.

High Utility Recommendation:

Providing Queries that can better satisfy users’
information needs

4. EVALUATION METRICS
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— QRR (Query Relevant Ratio)
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Measuring the probability that a user finds(clicks) relevant results when
she uses query q for her search task.

Posterior Utility  : control the
e e probability of users’ satisfaction

R, : whether there is a reformulation at position i
C,; : whether the user clicks on some of the search results of the reformulation at position i;

Ai . whether the user is attracted by the search results of the reformulation at position I;
S; . whether the user’s information needs have been satisfied at position i;

Query Utility p=a.*f;
— MRD (Mean Relevant Document)
RD(q)

N(q)

Measuring the average number of relevant results a user finds(clicks)
when she uses query q for her search task.

The expected information gain users obtained from the search results of

the query according to their original information needs MRD(q) =

6. CONCLUSIONS

5. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
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The performance improvements are significant
(t-test , p-value <= 0.05)




